alternative under 35 U.S.C. §103 (a) as obvious over Tax et al. 
("Tax") (U.S. Patent No. 5,775,866). Additional art was cited 
of interest. 

Applicant respectfully traverses the prior art 
grounds of rejection and submits that claims 1-2, as presently 
worded, clearly patentably distinguish over the prior art. 

Independent claim 1 recites a crane apparatus 
installed on a foundation extending into water for directly 
transshipping containers from a vessel moored alongside the 
foundation to another transport ion mode without necessity of 
ground placement of the containers. The crane apparatus, 
according to claim 1, comprises a parent crane mmounted on the 
foundation and displaceable therealong for unloading 
containers from a vessel moored alongside the foundation and 
placing the containers on a first platform of the parent 
crane, and a sibling crane mounted on the foundation and 
displaceable therealong beneath the parent crane and 
independently of displacement of the parent crane for loading 
containers from the first platform onto over-the-ground 
vehicles. No similar structure is disclosed by Fantuzzi or 
Tax. 

Claim 1 requires, inter alia , a sibling crane 
"mounted on the foundation" (1) and "displaceable therealong 
beneath the parent crane" (2) "independently of displacement 
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of the parent crane" (3) for loading containers from the first 
platform onto over-the-ground vehicles. Neither Fantuzzi nor 
Tax disclose features (1), (2) and (3) of claim 1. 

In applying Fantuzzi against claims 1-2, the 
Examiner noted that Fig. 2 of Fantuzzi shows a crane mounted 
on a foundation extending into the water and having a parent 
crane with a crane bridge 2, a first platform 9 and a sibling 
crane 14 for loading containers from the platform 9 to over 
ground vehicles. The sibling crane 14, however, is not 
"mounted on the foundation" (feature (1)) but rather is 
mounted on and carried by the parent crane. The sibling crane 
14 is not "displaceable along the foundation beneath the 
parent crane" (feature (2)) but rather is displaceable only 
transversely along the parent crane. Further, the sibling 
crane 14 is not displaceable along the foundation 
"independently of displacement of the parent crane" (feature 
(3)) but rather is carried by the parent crane and 
displaceable along the foundation as a unit with the parent 
crane . 

As recognized by all Courts and the Board of Appeals 
of the U.S. Patent Office, anticipation under 35 U.S.C. §102 
requires the disclosure, by a single reference, of all claimed 
subject matter. In the absence of any disclosure of features 
(1), (2) and (3) recited by independent claim 1, anticipation 
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cannot be found . See , e.g. . Akzo N.V. v. U.S. International 
Trade Co mmission . 1 USPQ2d 1241, 1245 (Fed. Cir. 1986), cert. 
denied. 482 U.S. 909 (1987) ("Under 35 U.S.C. §102, 
anticipation requires that each and every element of the 
claimed invention be disclosed in the prior art" . ) ; W.L. Gore 
& Associates v. Garlock. Inc. . 220 USPQ 303, 313 (Fed. Cir. 

1983) , cert, denied. 469 U.S. 851 (1984) ("Anticipation 
requires the disclosure in a single prior art reference of 
each element of the claim under consideration") ; Continental 
Can Co. USA v. Monsanto Co. . 20 USPQ2d 1746, 1748 (Fed. Cir. 
1991) ("When more than one reference is required to establish 
unpatentability of the claimed invention anticipation under § 
102 can not be found") ; Lindemann Maschinenfabrik GmbH v. 
America n Hoist & Derrick Co. . 221 USPQ 481, 485 (Fed. Cir. 

1984) (emphasis added) ("Anticipation requires the presence in 
a single prior art reference disclosure of each and every 
element of the claimed invention, arranged as in the claim "! ; 
In re Sun, 31 USPQ2d 1451, 1453 (Fed. Cir. 1993) (unpublished) 
("Under section 102(b), anticipation requires that the prior 
art reference disclose, either expressly or under the 
principles of inherency, every limitation of the claim") ; 
Scripps Clinic & Research Foundation v. Genentech Inc. . 18 
USPQ2d 1001, 1010 (Fed. Cir. 1991) ("Invalidity for 
anticipation requires that all of the elements and limitations 
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of the claim are found within a single prior art reference . . . 
There must be no difference between the claimed invention and 
the reference disclosure, as viewed by a person of ordinary 
skill in the field of the invention"). 

Claims 1-2 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102 (b) as 
anticipated by or, in the alternative, under 35 U.S.C. §103 (a) 
as obvious over Tax. According to the Examiner, Tax shows a 
dock mounted crane having a parent crane with a crane bridge 
16, a first platform 64o, and a sibling crane 66 for loading 
containers onto over ground vehicles. Though Tax does not 
disclose that the foundation (i.e., dock 12) extends into the 
water, the Examiner noted that this recitation appears in the 
preamble of claim 1 and that Tax otherwise teaches all of the 
positively recited structure of the crane and, therefore, 
anticipates the claim. Alternatively, the Examiner stated 
that it would have been an obvious design consideration to 
locate the Tax crane apparatus on a foundation that extends 
into the water. 

As in the case of Fantuzzi, Tax fails to 
disclose features (1), (2) and (3) of claim 1 and, therefore, 
neither anticipates nor renders obvious claim 1. In Tax, the 
sibling crane 66 is mounted on the parent crane — not on the 
foundation 12 (feature (1)), and the sibling crane 66 is 
displaceable only transversely along the parent crane at an 
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intermediate position of the parent crane — not displaceable 
along the foundation beneath the parent crane (feature (2)). 
Furthermore, in Tax, the sibling crane 66 is displaceable 
along the foundation as a unit with the parent crane — not 
independently of displacement of the parent crane (feature 
(3)). 

From the foregoing, it can be seen that Tax does not 
anticipate claim 1. Moreover, there is absolutely no hint or 
suggestion in Tax which would have led one skilled in the art 
to modify the Tax crane apparatus to obtain a crane apparatus 
as recited in claim 1. 

Claim 2 depends on claim 1 and is therefore likewise 
patentable over Tax. 

In summary, in both Fantuzzi and Tax, the sibling 
cranes are not movable longitudinally along the foundation 
beneath the parent crane and independently of longitudinal 
movement of the parent crane along the foundation. Instead, 
the sibling cranes of both references are mounted on the 
parent crane and undergo longitudinal movement along the 
foundation as a unit with the parent crane — not 
independently of longitudinal movement of the parent crane. 
These fundamental differences patentably differentiate claims 
1-2 from the prior art. 
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In view of the foregoing, favorable reconsideration 

and allowance of claims 1-2 are respectfully requested. 

Respectfully submitted, 

ADAMS & WILKS 
Attorneys for Applicant 
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